Noam Chomsky: Revision of one's views is quite normal in a field that is alive and dynamic. Are there fundamental questions that remain only a gleam in the eye? Far too many to list: the more we learn, the more we discover that we do not understand. Take just the most obvious of these questions. Fifty years ago I quoted Wilhelm von Humboldt's characterization of language as "infinite use of finite means." A lot has been learned about the finite means, though there is still a great deal that is barely understood about these very difficult questions. But there has been very little progress in studying the use of these means -the "creative aspect of language use" that was a core feature of Cartesian philosophy, and has remained largely a mystery ever since.
Beatrice Popescu: Steven Pinker acknowledged you as a tremendous inspiration for his own research into the developmental psychology of children, especially in relation to language instinct, which is believed to be innate. Could you please tell us who was your early inspiration for your own research, if this was the case? Also, do you still believe that evolutionary psychology is not able to fully explain the human language instinct?
Should we worry that the "innate" theory strengthens supporters of extreme genetic determinism, leaving out completely the standard social science model?
Noam Chomsky: I was, of course, greatly influenced by many people who I either knew personally or whose work I read, including some in the fields in which I have worked. But my main "inspiration" in my professional work has been the challenging problems that arise at once as soon as we allow ourselves to be puzzled by what seem to be obvious and simple facts -much as modern science really began when Galileo and others were dissatisfied with the answer that had been accepted for millennia to simple question: For example, why do rocks fall while steam rises: They Noam Chomsky: The core doctrine of liberation theology was "the preferential option of the poor," as in the Gospels. I have no general argument against religion. It is not for me, but if others choose to accept beliefs in a divine spirit, the Abrahamic deity, or some other form of extra-natural entity, that is their right, as long as it does not infringe on the rights of others. On creating a world dedicated to humanist values, there are innumerable ways to proceed.
Beatrice Popescu: Talking about the poor, we witness a huge increase in unemployment in Western European countries, which translates as a social component in many attacks against immigrant communities. What is even more worrying than before, there are cases of unemployment and also homelessness amongst educated people, even postgraduates. Do you have any comments on this?
Noam Chomsky: There are many causes, among them the programs of austerity during recession, which have, predictably, intensified the crises of stagnation of Western European countries.
Beatrice Popescu: One of your favorite themes is propaganda. In the preface of your book "Necessary Illusions, Thought Control in Democratic Societies", you say that your feeling is that "citizens of the democratic societies should undertake a course of intellectual self-defense to protect themselves from manipulation and control" in order to create a more meaningful democracy. Unlike totalitarian regimes, in democracy the "necessary illusions" may not be imposed by force and this is why they must be inculcated in people's minds by more subtle means.
Who could teach us to become literate in self-defense strategies? Should we expect that some of us have innate complex cognitive processes (or develop structures later in life) that protect us from being manipulated?
Noam Chomsky: My feeling is that all normal people share the capacity to recognize and resist manipulation, though like other capacities, they have to be stimulated and exercised to become effective.
Beatrice Popescu: You prefer to call yourself a libertarian socialist opposed to just libertarian. You also dislike Ayn Rand, whom you consider one of the most evil figures of modern intellectual history. Could Rand's objectivism be the philosophical foundation for the financial capitalism in its hideous shape and form we witness today?
Noam Chomsky: Rand's "libertarianism", apart from being morally grotesque, is basically a prescription for centralized control by unaccountable private power. It has no intrinsic relation to financial capitalism, though advocates of such social forms might (and sometimes do) appeal to Randian conceptions to justify their practices.
Beatrice Popescu: At the end of our talk, let's get back to psychology, which is still as we are speaking, a young science struggling to hold its status in front of other well-established scientific domains. What do you think psycho-
